INTRODUCTION
Studies of the factors that account for delinquent or criminal behavior encompass a wide range of general theoretical issues. Many plausible accounts have been offered concerning the sociological and social psychological processes involved in the production of delinquency. Numerous attempts have been made to research and evaluate our current theoretical ideas in order to determine their relevance in explainirig delinquency causation. These attempts have often yielded relatively favorable results. However, we still find ourselves at a stage where we have difficulty specifying the most important predictors of various forms of criminal behavior. We are not too effective in extracting from our theoretical maze of knowledge the unique processes that are most vital in explaining delinquency production of a certain type.
Perhaps the lack of confidence that is often placed in the ability of current theories to explain delinquency is due to our enormous theoretical expectations. It may be somewhat unrealistic to expect delinquency theories to explain all aspects and instances of a behavioral phenomenon. Yet, critics frequently hinder the development process for various ideas by pointing out the particular cases in which a certain proposition does not fit empirically. As Roebuck noted, "Criminologists appear to delight in the destruction of each others' theories." ' The theoretical disputes encountered in the literature are both provocative and enlightening, but, in the final analysis, may be destructive because they may distract the scientific community from the important task of explaining certain behavioral forms.
In recognition of the diverse reasons that persons (1967) .
become delinquent, this article suggests that it is worthwhile to retain the various theoretical ideas and to determine the types of behavior that each most accurately explains. This approach entails the construction of a typology of criminal behavior which will be the basis for a series of statistical analyses. The requirements for an acceptable typology have been outlined by Amos and Wellford. 2 These criminologists state that a desirable classification scheme would be not only exhaustive and mutually exclusive, but would be causally relevant and treatment-predictive as well. Toward these ends, the present research intends to provide a general grouping of factors related to certain offenses and to point out the causes relevant to each behavioral grouping. Such analysis should prepare the way for later efforts toward construction of a treatment-predictive typology.
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Criminal Typologies
The first known criminal typology was developed by Lombroso in 1876. He classified criminals according to various dimensions resulting in the following major types: the born criminal, the insane criminal, and the criminoloid . His contemporary, Ferri, divided criminals into the following classes: insane, .born, occasional, or criminal by passion, 4 while Garafolo's classification of criminals displayed them as either murderers, violent criminals, criminals lacking in probity, or lascivious criminals.
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More recently, the "behavioral system" approach was the basis for much classification of criminal types. This approach owes much to the work of Sutherland and Cressey, who emphasized the group nature of much crime. 6 The typologies presented by Cavan and by Bloch and Geis were seen as attempts to follow Sutherland's directions.
7
Other typologies of criminals have centered on the integration of various characteristics. For instance, Ferdinand constructed three ideal typologies based on social class position, delinquent behavior, and personality characteristics! He also proposed that the elements of each ideal type could be integrated for a synthesis of classificatory elements. Rubenfeld's typology was based on containment theory.
9 While his classifications revealed organization by class position, he also emphasized internal elements. Thus, the theory he developed can be seen as another one attempting integration. Finally, Roebuck proposed that classifications of criminal types be patterned according to legal offense categories.
1 0 He found that individuals within certain legal categories exhibited similar behavioral traits.
Treatment Typologies
The usefulness of typologies denoting treatment procedures is that they tie the characteristics of the criminal to the relevant treatment needs. Classification procedures are heavily dependent on the development of typologies efficient in designating appropriate treatment alternatives. It is helpful that characteristics of certain offender groups can be used to provide the type of treatment required. Several of the most popular treatment typologies available now will be considered in this context.
The Pilot Intensive Counseling Organization studied subjects in an attempt to make clinical judgments as to whether they would be amenable to treatment." Gibbons generated separate typologies for juveniles and adults which linked behavioral types of suggested treatment methods.' 2 The Community Treatment Project involved a typology of psychological development. Known as the Interpersonal Maturity Level Theory, this schema denoted four developmental levels which were based on the extent to which an individual is involved with phenomena external to himself.' 
METHODOLOGY
Through the use of theoretical models, the ability of current theories to explain various types of delinquent behavior will be evaluated. Three behavioral models will be used in this analysis. By comparing the theories and the complete models in terms of their ability to explain particular delinquent behaviors, we should arrive at a more precise understanding of the causes of delinquency. The models that will be employed in this analysis have been tested elsewhere using a combined measure of delinquency as the dependent variable.
14 The theories which are discussed in this analysis are also reviewed in many texts.is
Presentation of the Models
The National Strategy for Youth Development Model. Three of the most popular social and social psychological notions concerning crime causation (anomie, alienation, and labeling) have been included in a recent theoretical model developed and tested by the National Strategy for Youth Development.' 6 The theoretical model is displayed in Figure 1 . The model proposes that both limited access to desirable social roles (e.g., anomie) and negative labeling processes result in delinquent behavior directly and indirectly through the intervening variable of alienation.
The alienation variable is viewed as distinct from the concept of anomie. It is displayed as a more proximate cause of delinquency, an intervening variable that specifies the causal process in greater detail. According to the theory of differential opportunity structures, an individual must be relieved of conventional normative constraints before the lack of legitimate opportunities will result in delinquency. A process of social alienation may be seen to occur when an individual attributes failure in 21 Aultman, note 14 supra.
T. HIRscHi, CAUSES OF DELINQUENCY (1969).
elements that Hirschi proposed would restrain man from his natural tendencies to deviate. Hirschi theorized that delinquency would be the result of the loosening of various elements of the social bond including attachment to meaningful persons, commitment to conventional goals, involvement in non-delinquent activities, and belief in the validity of social rules. He also described several ways in which the bonds would work together to control delinquent tendencies. This theoretical scheme is the basis for the second model tested in this analysis. Diagram of Hirschi's Social Control Model. or by increasing one's alienation from society. Previous research has shown that this model allows for 24% of the variance in the combined delinquency variable to be explained.'s
Self-Eatee~u
Operationalization of Variables
The National Strategy for Youth Development Model. Scale variables were used in the testing of the model.26 Anomie was measured by a combination of two scales which concerned perceived access to desirable educational and occupational roles. The social alienation variable was composed of three scales: normlessness, societal estrangement, and powerlessness. These three scales respectively assessed the extent to which an individual believes that socially unapproved behaviors are required to achieve given goals, the extent to which one feels alienated from the larger society, and the amount of control that one seems to possess over life events. The labelling variable was also a composite variable. It combined an assessment of how a person thinks parents and teachers would evaluate him or her with feelings of rejection by parents and selfesteem.
Hirschi's Social Control Model. Individual itemswere combined to achieve the required measures in teting the second model. Attachment was measured according to the individual's educational and occupational goals and the extent to which one was attached to friends (considering that high attachment to non-delinquent friends would serve as a control against delinquency). Commitment was measured by the attitudes of the individual towards school. Assessment of thejtqvenile's reactions to the opportunities available for conventional activities constituted the measure of involvement. Belief in social rules was reflected in items concerning the individual's attitude toward the validity of laws.
The Model of Interpersonal Control. In testing this model, scale variables were employed. The control variable referred to an individual's perceived rejection by parents and the pressures felt from peer groups. The labelling variable was measured according to perceived labelling by parents and teachers. The variable concerning goal access was measured by the individual's perceived access to desirable educational and occupational roles. The measurement of alienation included the normlessness, powerlessness, and societal estrangement scales. Self-esteem concerned an individual's feelings of self-worth.
Data Collection
This research involves a sample survey of approximately 1,500 students in Leon County, Tallahassee, Florida. The sample was taken by the Youth Needs Survey in March 1975. It was drawn randomly to ensure representativeness. A self-report instrument was used and appears to give a depiction of delinquency that is independent of any factors that may differentiate official delinquents from those not so designated. The sample involved a selection of individuals from grades six through twelve. A stratified cluster sampling technique was used to select a certain number of homerooms for each grade level. A random number was applied to a list of homerooms to generate the requisite number.
DATA ANALYSIS
Construction of the Typology
The typological tool used in this analysis involves the use of legal categories. Such a classification system was based on the type of offense which the individual offender committed. Five categories of offenses were developed: status offenses, petty offenses, property offenses, violent offenses, and drug offenses. Table 1 shows the behaviors that comprise each of these categories of delinquent acts.
Intending to construct a typology of delinquent types, factor analysis was employed to determine which behaviors are similar. Factor analysis is a method used to determine the number and the nature of the underlying variables among some larger number of variables. From sets of measures, it is possible through factor analysis to extract the variance that is common to various factors. Investigating the relations among variables through factor analysis shows us which factors share the same common factor variance and which do not. The method of factor analysis that was employed in this study is termed
The Path Analyses
The National Strategy for Youth Development Model. In order to obtain the relevant path coefficients, regression analyses were performed on each constructed delinquent type. Standardized regression coefficients were set equal to path coefficients. The independent variables were numbered in the following way: variable 1 = anomie; variable 2 = labelling; variable 3 = alienation. The dependent variable (variable 4) could reflect any of the various types of delinquency.
The correlation between the exogenous variables (variables 1 and 2) was set at the zero-order correlation between the variables (which is .233) and remains unanalyzed in this system. From regressing variable 3 on variables 1 and 2, we obtained pat .023 and p32 = .342. These coefficients remain the same in the analysis of each delinquent type. The coefficients P41, P42, and p43 were obtained by regressing variable 4 on variable 1, 2, and 3. The differences in these coefficients for each model provide some indication as to the relative predictive powers offered by the theoretical variables. Table   2 exhibits the relevant path coefficients. Figure 4 shows the results of the analysis of petty offenses.2
The path analyses of two of the delinquent types (petty and violent offenses) revealed a similarity in the explanation offered by each of the theoretical variables. Alienation consistently showed the highest path coefficient, with the labelling variable having the second strongest direct effect on the "principal factors method." The major feature of this method is that a maximum amount of variance is extracted as each factor is calculated. See F. KERLINCER,
FOUNDATIONS OF BEHAVIORAL RESEARCH (1973).
By employing factor analysis in the construction of an offense typology, it was hoped to designate offense types in accordance with factor clusterings. Using the principal factor form of analysis, however, only one substantial factor clustering was located. The table of coefficients that expresses the relations between underlying factors and test variables is called the "factor matrix." Id. at 653. This matrix can be seen in Table A and shows the two factors that were located. It is clear that only one of the factors is very highly correlated with the test variables. In Table B , the correlation matrix depicts the variance shared by the variables. Table C provides clarification of the labels used. Substantial correlation between variables indicates common factor variance. All of the correlations in the matrix are greater than .45, suggesting that they all are measuring something in common. Therefore, the attempt to construct a typology through the use of factor analysis was not successful.
' Only the analysis of the delinquent types which are best explained by each model is presented.
[Vol. 70 dependent variable. Status offenses showed almost equal effects from the alienation and labelling variable. Anomie had the smallest effect on delinquency for each of these types. Property offenses were affected most largely by alienation. Anomie and labelling showed smaller and roughly equivalent coefficients. For drug offenses, labelling had a more important effect than did alienation, with anomie having an almost negligible input. Thus, the most seemingly important difference in terms of relative size of the path coefficients was between drug offenses and the other delinquent types. For status, petty, violent, and property offenses, alienation was equal to or more significant in the explanatory model than was labelling. However, labelling had a stronger effect than alienation in the case of drug offenses. Nonetheless, anomie showed a small overall contribution that is not significant even in the analysis of violent and drug offenses. In terms of the total amount of variance explained in each path analysis, the Multiple R' for property offenses (.045) was somewhat less than it was for each of the other types. This indicates that the theoretical model is able to explain only 4% of the variance in property offenses. The model is most useful in explaining petty offenses committed by juveniles, where the Multiple 2 is .089. The other offenses are explained nearly equally. For status, drug, and violent offenses, the National Strategy Model leaves approximately 92% of the variance unexplained.
Two concluding statements may be offered. First, it appears that the theoretical variables may generally be listed in the following order of importance: alienation, labelling, and anomie. However, drug offenses represent an exception to this listing, as labelling is more important to the analysis than alienation. It should also be noted that, while labelling is shown to be of secondary importance to alienation in terms of direct effects, labelling in all cases clearly has a large indirect effect on the dependent variable. The indirect route of interest in this model involves the effect of labelling on alientation (p32 = .342) which, in turn, has an effect on the various types of delinquent behavior. Thus, labelling is of more importance in delinquency production than is indicated by an analysis of the direct effects.
Secondly, an analysis of the instances in which each theoretical variable is most important to the explanation reveals which types of delinquency yield best to the form of explanation offered by variable on variables 1 through 4. They demonstrate the explanation which each variable can offer independent of the effects of the others. The comparison may be seen in Table 3 .
From an inspection of the manner in which the delinquent types were explained by the independent variables, certain contrasts were seen. Status offenses were explained in a manner different from the explanations of the other delinquent behaviors. For petty, property, violent, and drug offenses, belief was better in explaining the behavior than were the other control elements. The variable showing the second largest effect on each of these types was attachment. The only other meaningful direct effect was that of involvement on drug offenses. In contrast, the emphasis on the controlling elements is shifted when status offenses were considered. Belief again appeared to be the most important control, yet involvement had the second largest impact in controlling the behavior.
The results of the path analysis for status offenses .057 _ .
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Alienation"*196~. may be seen in Figure 5 . While belief showed the largest direct effect on status offenses, attachment was theoretically assumed to also have an indirect effect on the dependent variable through its effect on commitment and belief. The direct effect of attachment on commitment was. 128 and its effect on belief was .298. Considering the amount of variance explained in each of the delinquent types by the social control model, it is evident that the model is best in explaining status offenses. For this type of offense, 16% of the variance is explained by the model.
The Model of Interpersonal Control. In this model, the variables were numbered as follows: variable 1 = control; variable 2 = labelling; variable 3 = access to goals; variable 4 = alienation; variable 5 = self-esteem. The dependent variable is variable 6 and could take on the values of each delinquent type. The direct effect of control on labelling was set at the zero-order correlation of -. 316. Similarly, the direct effect of labelling on access to goals was set at the zero-order correlation of -. 271. Regressing goal access and labelling on alienation and regressing labelling and control on self-esteem yielded the following path coefficients: p43 = -. 157 and p42 = .297; psi = .233 and p52 = -. 202. Table 4 shows the direct effects on each delinquent type.
From an analysis of the direct effects of the independent variables on each behavioral type, it is clear that two of the theoretical ideas are of most importance in explaining all behaviors. For petty, property, and violent offenses, alienation showed the largest direct effect. For status and drug offenses, controls from others seemed to play the largest part in determining behavior. The self-es- Table 5 contrasts the amount of variance in each of the types of delinquent behavior. The National Strategy Model seemed best able to explain acts of petty delinquency because the amount of explained variance was almost 9%. The model also showed reduced ability to explain other types of delinquent behaviors. It was especially deficient in attempts to explain the causal processes operating in the production of property offenses, where the Multiple R 2 is only .045. This is disappointing since property behavior is of most concern to the control ofjuvenile crime. The Hirschi model was best in explaining status offenses, where 16% of the variance was explained in the path analysis. Again, the result is disappointing since the recent trend is toward removing such behaviors from the jurisdiction of the criminal justice system. However, the social control model was better than either of the others in explaining property offenses, where it explained 13% of the variance.
The Model of Interpersonal Control appeared very similar to the Hirschi model in terms of explained variance. For status and petty offenses, the two models explained approximately the same de- 
DISCUSSION
In testing the National Strategy Model, it was interesting to observe that labelling held more importance for the explanation of drug offenses than did alienation. This seems surprising in view of the popular association of drug use with that sector of the youthful population which experiences alienation from the dominant society. Perhaps the larger effect that labelling had on drug use in this study suggests that, in the 1970's, youths use drugs for different reasons than they did earlier. Drug use appears to be not only a response to social alienation, but a consequence of negative reactions from others and unfavorable feelings about self. The Model of Interpersonal Control provided another interesting perspective on the causes of drug use by revealing that reduced controls from others play a significant part in the participation in the drug culture. This emphasizes the importance of peer pressure in drug involvement.
Another key observation is that some theoretical variables were of minute importance in explaining even a specific type of delinquency. The most outstanding example was that the anomie variable was found to be of questionable utility in virtually all cases. That finding supports the popular notion that anomie is a less important explanation than once thought. It is also true, however, that variables reflecting poverty situations should really be useful only when dealing strictly with a sample of lowerclass subjects. Other variables that tested poorly were the self-esteem variable and Hirschi's commitment and involvement variables.
When comparing the amount of variance explained by the models in each of the types of delinquency, it becomes clear that the explained variance in all cases was rather low. Comparing these results to those obtained from the same data base where the dependent variable of delinquency was not broken down into types, it is noted that the variance in delinquency explained by the National Strategy Model, the Hirschi Model, and the Interpersonal Control Model was 11%, 20%, and 24% respectively. 2s This loss of explained variance with increased specificity is statistically reasonable, but illustrates that the explanation of global concepts is more easily achieved than is the more precise kind of information required for a meaningful analysis.
Finally, when we specify more narrowly the type of delinquency we are explaining, it is with the less serious forms of delinquency (i.e., status and petty offenses) that we are the most successful. This seems likely to be a result of the type of theories which are available for inclusion in such models of causation. The theories with which we attempt to explain delinquency seem to be aimed toward Aultman, note 14 supra.
[Vol. 70 minor misbehaviors by youth. Criminology might be more productive if it considered the more serious displays of delinquent behavior and turned its attention to the development of theories which focus on those aspects of delinquent behavior.
CONCLUSION
In this study, all three of the tested models worked best when directed towards the explanation of status and petty offenses. The types of behavior more important to efforts towards treatment and prediction (e.g., property and violent offenses) are less well explained by the models. This suggests that criminologists should give more attention to developing theoretical models effective in explaining the variance in these particular types of delinquency. Also, control models consistently explained more variance in each type of delinquency than did a model in which the control aspect was absent (e.g., the National Strategy Model). The conceptualization of control in terms of parental regulation and peer pressure implicit in both the Hirschi and Interpersonal Control Models appears to be one of the most important variables yet developed for explaining delinquency.
